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ABSTRACT
Provision of learning resources and leadership styles have been shown to influence organizational
learning in private organizations. As Kenyan public universities try to gain competitive advantage,
improve performance and to continuously adapt to changing environments there is need to ensure
organizational learning is enhanced. This study assessed the effect of learning resources provision
and leadership styles on organizational learning in Kenyatta University. Data was collected using
questionnaires from 94 staff comprising of teaching and non-teaching staff. Data was analyzed
through Chi-square test of independent measures and correlations. There was significant positive
correlation between organizational learning and the provision of learning resources (rho=0.421;
p<.001), Management leadership style did not show significant relationship (rho=0.122; p>.05)
with organizational learning. It is concluded that Kenyatta University promoted organizational
learning through provision of learning resources, while management leadership style has not been
used effectively in enhancing organizational learning. It is recommended that public universities
provide equitable learning resources and re-address their management leadership styles to enhance
organizational learning.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Organizational Learning is the means by which organizations develop, enhance and manage
knowledge and standards within their functions and in their cultures and adjust and improve their
efficiency by making better use of the wide range of skills of their employees (Schwandt &
Marquardt, 2000). Senge (1990) defined the learning organization as a place where people
continually expand their capacity to create results they truly desire, where new and expansive
patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free and where people are
continually learning how to learn together. It is through organizational learning that an organization
improves the ability to respond to various business situations and thereby enhance competitive
performance by means of generating new knowledge (Robbins, 2000).Through learning,
organizations adapt to environmental constraints, avoid the repetition of past mistakes and retain
critical knowledge that might otherwise be lost. As the rate of learning becomes a more critical
element in gaining competitive advantage, it is generally recognized that organizations must
become more intentional about their own learning processes. The ability to implement a strategic
change, to respond to a competitive challenge, to move critical knowledge across divisional
boundaries - all are closely tied to the organization's ability to learn (Dixon, 1993).
Amabile (1998) points to six general categories of effective management practice in creating a
learning culture within an organization i.e providing employees with challenge, providing freedom
to innovate, providing the resources needed to create new ideas/products, providing diversity of
perspectives and backgrounds within groups, providing supervisor encouragement and providing
organizational support. Ortenblad (2004) described four common aspects of the learning
organization: organizational learning, realizing learning at work, developing a learning climate and
creating a learning structure. Learning at work is understood as on-the-job learning which focuses
on informal and incidental learning. Learning climate means organizational climate that facilitates
individual learning, this climate is a positive atmosphere that makes learning easy and natural. The
characteristics of flexibility in a learning structure include decentralized, flat and team based.
Ortenblad (2004) concluded that when these four aspects are integrated and implemented together
in an organization, it creates organizational learning.
Organizations have discovered that human resources really are the most important asset. Success
depends on involving the workforce’s entire capacity to generate new ideas and ways of working
which in turn improve organizational performance. Managers today are challenged by how to
change organizations by incorporating new ways of accomplishing work and are therefore
advocating for information sharing through direct communication, empowerment and teamwork.
1.1. Organizational Learning in Public Universities
Universities as institutions of higher learning are Learning Organizations. Their primary function is
imparting knowledge and facilitating continuous research and innovation activities. The university
is made up of people with different backgrounds in terms of needs, skills, talents, status,
competencies, knowledge, behavioural styles, interest and perceptions (Nakpodia, 2003). According
to Nakpodia (2003), universities as learning organizations are centers of excellence, teaching,
research and store houses of knowledge.
Kenyatta University is one of the public universities in Kenya which became a fully fledged
university in 1985 through an Act of Parliament and currently the university has increased its
admission to approximately 60,081 students in December 2012 (KU, 2013). Its mission is to
provide quality education and training, promote scholarship, service, innovation and creativity and
inculcate moral values for sustainable individual and societal development. The University has a
total of 789 teaching staff and 1,770 non-teaching staff. Both groups of staff play a significant role
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in organizational learning in the University. (KU, 2005). Kenyatta University as an institution of
higher learning embraces organizational learning. This study, therefore, sought to find out whether
Kenyatta University’s policies support organizational learning through learning resources provision
and management leadership styles. The findings from the study benefits the board and top
management of Kenyatta University who may use it to make policies that improve organizational
learning that translate to improved productivity.
The study findings benefit the university
employees’ identification of their role in creating a learning organization.
1.2. Previous Studies on Learning Resources in Public Universities
Organizational learning resources have been defined as the organizational characteristics that
facilitate the organizational learning process or allow an organization to teach (Chiva et al., 2007).
Organizational learning can be increased by improving current capability or developing new
capability. New capability necessitates changes in culture; however, current capability needs
development in current culture (Dibella et al., 1996). Direkes, et al. (2004) emphasize that
organizational learning requires both the appropriate structural mechanisms and the cultural
conditions that promote habits of inquiry, experimentation and reflection. This reference to
structural mechanisms and cultural conditions is very similar to Senge’s (1994) suggestion that
organizational learning is put to practice within a triangular architectural framework constructed of
three elements: guiding ideas (or visions), means and practical resources for application.
Individuals, when given time, opportunity and resources are quite often capable of implementing
change expediently when compared to teams or organizations. The lag in time that so often hinders
organizational change is called organizational inertia, a situation Starbuck and Hedberg say can
arise from “slow sense-making processes and ineffective information systems or when individuals
learn without their organizations also learning (Dierkes, et al., 2003). One possible resolve to this
dilemma is the Japanese concept of Kaizen – an applied system for implementing continuous
improvement through small steps (Maurer, 2004). Starbuck and Hedberg state that continuous
improvement, the daily challenging of status quo, supports the notion that everything can be
improved and that evolutionary learning in small steps seems to work better than does revolutionary
learning, especially during periods of repeated success (Dierkes, et al., 2003).
There has been rapid expansion in the higher education sector of Kenya. More people are seeking
higher education from the few universities we have. This has overstretched the services of these
institutions, compromising the quality of graduates in favor of quantity. It has also increased the
costs of running these institutions. As a cost cutting measure, university administration often
employs outmoded teaching methods. Rote learning is common, with instructors doing no more
than dictating their notes to overcrowded classes. This negatively impacts students, who are
frequently unable to afford a text book. These passive approaches to teaching have little value in a
competitive world where practicability, creativity and flexibility are at a premium and therefore
affect organization learning as well.
1.3. Leadership Style in Public Universities
Leadership is considered as the art of influencing an individual or individuals in a particular
direction that involves casting a vision, goal setting and motivating people (Spendlove, 2007).
Subsequently, if you want them to trust you and do things for you and the organization, they need to
be motivated (Baldoni, 2005).Sadler (2003) opines that in the learning organization, the
organizational leader has three distinct functions: designer, steward and teacher. The design work is
about creating systems, strategies and policies and making them come together in such a manner
that makes the organization effective and efficient. The stewardship function relates to the leader’s
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responsibility to ensure the organization’s long-term survival. The teacher role is manifest by the
leader helping others to see the big picture. The leader helps others understand the reality of the
current situation and the vision of the organization; filling the gap that lies between these two
paradigms and creating a learning environment where that can occur is the focus of effective leaders
(Sadler, 2003).
The manager plays a critical role in establishing the learning environment for his or her employees.
Creating an effective learning environment will allow people to draw upon resources, make sense
out of things and construct meaningful solutions to problems. This will emphasize the importance of
meaningful, authentic activities that help the learner to construct understanding and develop skills
relevant to solving problems. Applying the concepts of a learning organization to an operating
company is difficult for both academics and practitioners (Albert, 2005). The autocratic leadership
styles, mechanistic design of organization and authoritarian rules as practiced in most African
organizations, are all where decision making is concerned only to top management and employees
are just given orders to accomplish different tasks. In these types of organizational environment the
employees may suppress innovativeness and their motivation hindered which has a direct negative
effect on organizational performance, growth and effectiveness (Constant et al., 2001). Lohman
(2005) found the factors of initiative, positive personality traits, commitment to professional
development, interest in the profession, self-efficacy and love of learning enhanced the motivation
for informal organizational learning. Conversely, an unsupportive organizational culture, others
who were unwilling to participate, lack of time and lack of proximity with colleague have
negatively impacted organizational learning.
As far as higher education in Kenya is concerned, leadership focuses on the rules and mechanisms
by which various stakeholders influence decisions, how they are held accountable, and to whom. It
specifically refers to the formal and informal exercise of authority under laws, policies and rules
that articulate the rights and responsibilities of various actors, including the rules by which they
interact (Eurydice 2008). This therefore means that leadership style of an organization highly
influences organization learning. An organization learns like an individual or in a collective way
(Ortenblad, 2001). Learning at individual level means an individual’s access to information,
perception, understanding and interpretation of this information, getting experiences with this
information and changing his/her behaviour towards the results he/she reached (Koçel, 2003).
According to Kim individual learning is very important for organizational learning because,
organizations learn only by means of their members. But organizational learning doesn’t depend on
any specific individuals. Individuals can learn without organizations and all individual learning
doesn’t have organizational consequences (Kim, 1993).
According to Hedberg (1981) although learning occurs through individuals it is not true to assert
that organizational learning is a cumulative of the organization’s members. Because organization’s
members or leaders come and go, but memory, behaviour, cognitive maps, norms and values of
organizations are stored (Mark et al., 2000). According to West if learning is accepted as an
individual phenomenon then individuals leave the organization and they will take what they learned
with them and organization will not benefit from this information (West, 1994). Dierkes et al.,
(2003) state that, sociologists approach learning not as something that takes place in the mind but as
something produced and reproduced in social relations of individuals when they participate in
society. This concept opens the realm of integrated learning as a part of our every-day life. It
suggests that a large part of our learning comes from the informal source of social relationships.
This further introduces the concept of practice as a prominent factor in the sociological discipline.
Dierkes et al., (2003) further states, practice is a system of activities in which knowing is not
separate from doing and situations might be said to coproduce knowledge through activity. The
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sociological discipline presupposes that every activity in life is an opportunity to learn and that
learning in casual social settings is as important as formal learning experiences. Some research
suggests that situational circumstances constitute an environment that promotes or discourages
learning. Those circumstances may be created by organizational structure, positive or negative
environmental situations or time constraints. Child and Heavens (2003) suggest, the learning
capabilities of organizational members are, at least in part, socially constructed by national,
occupational or other institutions. They further suggest that internal boundaries are established by
specialties or departments within the framework of organizations that hinder cross-boundary
learning.
In public universities network in Kenya, facilitation is an integrative strategy that initiates
cohesiveness among employees and superiors within the top-down hierarchy. The importance of
network integration in organizational learning revolves around broadening the scope of
professionalism and efficiency. An organization can only maintain a competitive advantage if it is
willing to engage in continuous learning within a rapidly changing environment. Organizational
learning copes with the problem of balancing the competing goals of developing new knowledge
(exploration) and exploiting current competencies (exploitation) in the face of dynamic tendencies
to emphasize one or another (Levinthal & March, 1993). Okwach (1999) indicated that about 50%
of the teaching staff at the two universities he studied, the University of Nairobi and Kenyatta
University, were not working full time at the universities. Some of them were under employed and
this affected the quality of learning. The survey also indicated that about 40% of senior academic
staff at public universities were performing part time duties in other institutions, including private
universities and non-governmental organizations. These staff members were engaged in various
duties that included teaching, research, evaluation of programmes and running their own businesses
without approval from the university administration, as is normally required. This has resulted in a
situation where teaching staff devote little attention to research or improving their teaching, and
play little or no role in the life of the institution employing them.
Based on the literature reviewed, organizational learning in public universities is an issue of concern
to policy makers, teaching and non-teaching staff. The empirical studies reviewed suggested that the
availability of resources, current management and leadership policies affect organizational learning
in public universities. However there is limited literature on organizational learning in developing
countries like Kenya.
2. METHODS
This study adopted a qualitative approach and specifically the case study method. Kenyatta
University was picked because it has the largest student population amongst the public universities
in Kenya. Mugenda and Mugenda (2003) notes that descriptive research determines and reports
the way things are, and may allow for generalization of the findings to a larger population. Stratified
sampling method was used to select a representative sample of 95 respondents. A staff list was
obtained from the administration division and consent obtained from the Human Resource
department to conduct the research. Data was collected by use of questionnaires on the factors
affecting organizational learning. It comprised both open-ended as well as closed-ended questions.
The closed-ended questions allowed for specific type of responses while in the open-ended type
responses were able to express their opinions. The researcher requested the supervisors to assess the
relevance of the content in the questionnaire Pre-testing technique was used to test the reliability of
the questionnaire which returned a reliability of 0.8 after test re-test method.
After fieldwork, all the filled up questionnaires were sorted, coded and analyzed. Quantitative data
was analyzed frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations .Inferential statistics of chi5
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square test of independent measures and spearman’s correlation of coefficient were used to analyze
the quantitative data. Statistical tool SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Science)
3. RESULTS AND INTERPRETATION
Out of the 94 participants, 51 (54.25%) of the respondents were female while 43(45.74%) were
male. In regard to age, most 40(42.55%) of the respondents were aged between 31 to 40 years and
were followed by those aged between 41 to 50 years 26 (27.66%) while those aged 21 to 30 years
were 17 (18.08%) and the least represented were those aged 50 years and above; 11(11.70%).
35(37.2%) of the workers had post-graduate education/qualifications and 24(25.5%) had middle
level education. Those with undergraduate qualifications were 16(17 %), and secondary education
18(19.1%), while 1(1.1%) had primary education. 55 (58.51%) of the respondents were members of
non-teaching staff, 24(25.53%) teaching staff, while administrative staff were 15(15.96%). The
respondents were asked whether their institution promoted organization learning and their responses
are presented in the Table 1.
Table 1: Promotion of organizational learning based on category of staff.
Response
Teaching
Non-teaching
Administrator
Total
Yes
15
21
3
39
No
8
30
12
50
Not sure
1
4
0
5
Total
24
55
15
94
Results in table 1 show that 39(41.48 %) of the respondents indicated Yes, 50(53.19 % ) indicated
NO while 5(5.31 %) were not sure on whether the institution promotes organizational learning.
Among those whose answer were NO, 8(16 %) were teaching staff, 30(60 %) were non-teaching
while 12(24 %) were administrators. For those whose response was Yes, 15(38.46 %) were
teaching, 21(53.84%) while non-teaching while administrators were 3(7.69 %). To test on whether
the above responses were different among the category of staff, chi.square test of independent
measures were significant (x2 = 10.26, df = 4, p = 0.003) indicating that there were differences in the
staff responses. This is evident as 50(53.19 %) had indicated that Kenyatta University does not
promote organizational organization learning as opposed to 30(31.19 %) whose responses were on
the contrary. The study was interested in finding out whether gender of the respondents influences
the promotion of organizational learning in the university and their responses are shown in Table 2.
Table 2: Gender and promotion of organizational learning
Gender
Yes
No
Total
Male
18
23
41
Female
21
27
48
Total
39
50
89
Among the males 18(43.9 %) felt that the university enhances organizational learning while 23
(56.09%) felt that the university did not promote organizational learning. For the females
21(43.75%) felt that the university promotes organizational learning while 27(56.25 %) felt that the
university did not promote organization learning. Cumulatively 39 (43.82 %) were for Yes while
50(56.17%) were for No. However chi-square results (x2 = 0.00 df = 1, p = 0.057) were not
statistically significant. The duration of work was computed against promotion of organizational
learning as shown in Table 3.
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Table 3: Duration of work and promotion of organizational learning
Duration of work (years)
Yes
No
Total
< 1 year
1
2
3
1-3 year
6
7
13
4-6 years
10
13
13
7-10 years
8
16
24
over 10 years
14
12
26
Total
39
50
89
As shown in Table 3, 39 (43.8%) of the respondents said that the university promotes organizational
learning while 50 (56.2%) opined that the university does not promote organizational learning. In
regard to duration of work, those who had worked for over 10 years, 53.8% were for Yes while 12
(46.2%) responded No. This was followed by those who had worked for 4 – 6 years 10(43.5%).
However the chi-square value of (x2 = 2.31, df = 4, p = 0.067) was not statistically significant.
Table 4: Terms of service and promotion of organizational learning.
Terms of service
Yes
No
Total
Contract
12
20
32
Permanent/pensionable 27
30
57
Total
39
50
89
Data in Table 4 shows that 39 (43.8%) felt that the university promotes organizational learning
while 50(56.2%) opined that the university did not promote organizational learning. Those on
contract 12(37.5%) felt Yes while 27(67.5%) responded No, Those on permanent/pensionable terms
27(47.4%) felt Yes while 30 (52.6%) felt No. However, the x2= 0.81, df = 1, p<0.36) did not return
significant differences.
3.1 Learning Resources
Four questionnaire items were presented to the respondents to ascertain on the provision of learning
resources to the employees and how this contributes to organization development. The first item in
this section sought to find out whether the learning resources were provided and their responses are
shown in Table 5.
Table 5: Provision of learning resources
Provision
F
%
Yes
49
52.1
No
3
3.2
Not sure
42
44.7
Total
94
100
From Table 5, it is evident that 49 (52.1%) of the respondents were of the opinion that the
university provides learning resources, 3(3.2%) said the university does not provide resources while
42 (44.7%) were not sure on whether the institution provides learning resources. Therefore, it is
apparent that the university provides learning resources to the employees if the proportion of those
whose responses who said Yes is anything to go by. The participants’ opinion on the extent to
which learning resources influence organization development is presented in Table 6.
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Table 6: Participants responses on the extent to which learning resources influence organization
development.
Responses
F
%
Very great extent
20
21.3
Great extent
17
18.1
Moderate extent
46
48.9
Small extent
10
10.6
No influence
1
1.1
Table 6 shows that 46(48.9%) of the respondents felt that provision of resources influence
organization development. This was followed by 20(21.3%) who felt that provision of resources
has very great extent to organization development. This was followed by 17(18.1%) of great extent
10(10.6%) small extent, and eventually 1(1.1%) which returned no influence. Therefore it appears
that the majority of the respondents felt that provision of learning resources affects/influences
organization development. After these observations, the study was interested in finding out the
perception of the respondents on how learning resources influence organizational learning their
responses are presented in table 7
Table 7: Learning resources influence on organizational learning
Item
F
%
Comfortable working environment
15
16.0
Opportunities for further learning
16
17.0
Increased employees performance
27
28.7
Two or all of the above
29
30.9
None of the above
7
7.4
Table 7 shows that 92.6% of the respondents felt that provision of learning resources influences
organizational learning in terms of comfortable working environment, opportunities for further
learning and increased employee performance. The next item in the questionnaire sought to
determine the challenges facing the university in the provision of learning resources as perceived by
the respondents and their responses are presented in Table 8.
Table 8: Challenges facing the organization in provision of learning resources.
Item
Large student population
Restricted resources
Lack of prioritization
Limited forms
Lack of cooperation
Large number of staff
Poor coordination
Unbalanced provision
A motivation
Poor planning
Others
Non response

F
9
2
20
16
14
4
10
13
1
1
2
2

%
9.6
2.1
21.3
17.0
14.9
4.3
10.6
13.8
1.1
1.1
2.1
2.1
8
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Table 8 shows that majority of 20(21.3%) of the respondents were of the opinion that the
challenges facing the institution in the provision of learning resources were mainly lack of proper
prioritization followed by limited funds 16(17.0%), lack of cooperation 14(14.9%) unbalanced
provision 13(13.8%) and large student population 9(9.6%). The least challenges were a motivation,
poor planning and restricted resources. Therefore, the above challenges can be said to be
institutional based
3.2 Management leadership Style
This section had a number of items which were out to establish the influence of leadership style in
promotion of organizational learning. The perceptions of leadership style exhibited by their
immediate supervisors were; Dictatorship 33 (35.1%), Democratic 41(43.6%), Laissez faire
12(12.8%), and Combined approach 8(8.5%). This clearly shows that there was no dominant style
of leadership exhibited by the supervisors. Asked whether the leadership style affected how they
performed their duties 76(80.9%) said Yes, No had 13(13.8%) while 5(5.3%) were not sure.
Therefore, it is apparent that the leadership style exhibited by supervisors affected the performance
of the respondents. Equally, asked whether availability of opportunities to work without
supervision influences organization learning, the respondents 53 (56.38 %) was to a great extent, 29
(30.85%) moderate extent while low extent and no extent had 7 (7.44 %) and 5 (5.31%)
respectively.
Another related item asked the respondents on the extent workers involvement in making decisions
in the university influence organizational learning Great extent 47 (50 %), moderate extent 28
(29.78 %) low extent and no extent 19 (20.21%). Therefore it is concluded that workers’
involvement in decision making influences organizational learning. These aspects were correlated
with organizational learning, and the following correlation values (rho, p) were returned;
Leadership style of supervisor; rho = 0.013, p =0.89, Availability to work without supervision; rho
= 0.10, p = 0.32, and Involvement in making decisions;
rho = 0.12, p = 0.24. These correlations
were not statistically significant indicating that there is no correlation between behaviour leadership
style, supervision and involvement in making decisions with organizational learning.
4. DISCUSSION
The high number of respondents aged between 31 to 40 years is attributed to the fact that both
teaching and administrative staff require some levels of experience before they start working in the
university. This is supported in Rintaugu (2013) assertions that universities require personnel with
adequate experience as they don’t want to invest in their training. The low number of respondents
aged over 50 years may indicate that there is higher turnover rate of university employees due to
different reasons bordering on job satisfaction, working conditions and promotional opportunities.
This is not remote as Kenyan universities are characterized by low number of professors and senior
lecturers (Tettey, 2010; Onsongo, 2012).
Findings indicate that majority of the respondents felt that Kenyatta University provides learning
resources. However an equally significant proportion of respondents were not sure on whether the
university provides learning resources. If these were taken to mean that the university does not
provide adequate learning resources then these findings are supported by studies which have
indicated that universities are constrained in the provision of learning resources (Sifuna, 2012;
Wanzala, 2013). Sifuna (2012) observed that teaching effectiveness in universities is limited by
inadequate facilities, laboratory equipment comprising infrastructure while student access is limited
due to insufficient classrooms and accommodation. Wanzala (2013) was more equivocal when she
observed that poor quality of higher education is attributed to poor learning environments
9
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characterized by dilapidated infrastructure. Owino, Ogachi and Olel (2011) opined that Kenyan
public Universities suffered from insufficient teaching and learning resources. Therefore it is
apparent that the learning resources provided in Kenyatta University are far from being adequate
and concerted efforts need to be part in place to increase and improve the number of lecture halls,
laboratories, offices and general university infrastructure.
The study was interested in establishing the extent to which learning resources influence
organization development. Results showed that over 80% of the respondents felt that learning
resources affect organization development. These findings are in consonant with Olayo (2005) that
unavailability of resources demotivated employees and did not enhance work performance. Agui
(2013) and Obure (2013) had found that organizational learning has an influence on motivational
levels of public secondary school teachers and same seems to be replicated in Kenyatta University.
The results of the study showed that provision of learning resources leads to comfortable working
environment, opportunities of further learning and increased employees performance. In a study in
secondary schools Obure (2003) found that work environment had influence on teachers stress, job
satisfaction and motivation. Equally, Ravangard et al., (2014) had found that a positive and
significant correlations between the dimensions of employees empowerment and organizational
learning among staff in a medical university.
The findings of the study reveal that universities face numerous challenges in their efforts to
provide learning resources. These challenges as espoused by respondents include lack of
prioritization, limited funds, lack of cooperation, unbalanced provision and large student population.
These challenges have been reported in previous studies (Ndegwa, 2007; Owino et al., 2011;
Sifuna, 2012;Wanzala, 2013).
Wanzala (2013) opined that the poor situation of teaching staff in Kenyan universities are
compounded with low payments, disproportionate student/staff ratio, high rate of conversion of
middle level colleges to universities; administrators and managers who formulate poor university
policies. Sifuna (2012) observed that many universities have resorted to fee paying or parallel
students taught during evening classes or usually during holidays. This has resulted into overloaded
teachers reducing the university to a labor market production role. Unequivocally, Wanzala (2013)
opined that university education quality is low, academic fraud is rampant, efficiency is weak,
relevance is questionable and wastage is noticeably significant. Consequently, if universities want
to enhance the provision of learning resources, then new interventions have to be put place. These
could border on reduced student enrolment, alternative funding approaches and prioritization of
their expenditures.
Different styles of leadership are used in different organizations. Indeed, certain leadership styles
have been associated with work performance. Findings of this study revealed that over 40% of the
respondents felt that their supervisors were democratic. As much as this is appreciable, more
studies in Kenyan Universities reveal that the management utilizes authoritative form of leadership
(Owino et al., 2011;Sifuna, 2012;). Owino et al., (2011) found that management of public
universities did not effectively involve staff in decision – making. This lack of involvement of staff
in decision making results in reduced work performance (Olayo, 2005). This is buttressed by the
finding that 80% of the respondents observed that leadership style of the management affected on
their work performance. The results also showed that the respondents were not given opportunities
to work without supervision and this influenced the organization. However there was no significant
correlation between leadership style, supervision and decision – making with organizational
learning. This is contrary to Owino et al., (2011) observations that lack of effective communication
was a hindrance to implementation of future plans and projects. Ravangard et al., (2014) has
observed that active participation and involvement of employees in decision-making is one of the
10
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most effective mechanisms of empowerment that can lead to an increase in employee motivation,
job satisfaction and ultimately their empowerment. Similarly, Owino et al., (2011) observed that
Kenyan universities have leadership that did not satisfactorily engage its stake holders in decisionmaking.
5. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
From the findings of the study, it is concluded that Kenyatta University has attained gender parity in
the recruitment of employees and most of the employees have worked in Kenyatta University for
over 4 years. This indicates that the University has strived to retain its employees. Secondly,
Kenyatta University has promoted organizational learning with no differences based on the
employee’s gender, age, category and duration of work periods. Thirdly, Kenyatta University has
provided learning resources to her employees. However, the main challenges faced by Kenyatta
University in this effort of provision of learning resources were lack of prioritization, limited funds
and lack of cooperation
Based on the conclusions of the study, the following recommendations for policy formulation and
practice are made. Firstly, Kenyatta University needs to provide more learning resources to the
employees. This can be done by innovating new ways of raising funds such as seeking
collaborations with the corporate sector. Secondly, there is compelling urgency to have open days
or open forums where managers meet with the employees to address pertinent social issues. This
may go a long way in enhancing organizational learning. There is every need for the university to
bridge the perceived work related differences between teaching and non-teaching staff. This can be
done by harmonizing the differences in the autonomy, work schedules and other benefits. Further
studies, can be done to establish the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
learning. Equally, other studies can be done to determine the possible drawbacks in the
enhancement of organizational learning.
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